PHILADELPHIA QUAKERS
prestigious neighborhoods, and more commonly engaged in higher-status occupations. Hicksites, in contrast, were newer to the city, lived in outlying wards or districts, and were likely to be artisans and craftsmen. Doherty argued that Hicksite Friends felt alienated and threatened by changes in Philadelphia's economy, particularly by the specialization of labor and the decline in artisanal status. Yet Doherty's conclusions are not entirely convincing. Social differences between Orthodox and Hicksite Quakers in Philadelphia were not very dramatic. Little written evidence survives to confirm Doherty's assertion that Hicksites were experiencing a sense of economic alienation, or that the Orthodox were plagued by status anxieties. Moreover, the connection between the social distinctions and the doctrinal controversy among Friends has not yet been demonstrated adequately. Orthodox and Hicksite Quakers each had a particular vision of what an ideal Quaker religious community should be, but these competing world views cannot easily be reduced to economic determinants. 4 This is not to say that much does not ring true in these various explanations of the Hicksite schism. Rather the problem lies in a narrowness of historical vision that views the schism as an isolated event within a small sect whose numbers were declining, and which does not appear to be especially relevant to the religious history of the early republic. In part, the cause of this myopia rests with the manner in which historians have focused on Quakers. A significant analytic gap exists in our understanding of early nineteenth-century developments among Friends. As far as most American historians are concerned, including historians of religion, Quakers were significant only during the colonial era. Not surprisingly, the bulk of the historical literature on American Quakers has concentrated on the colonial period. The primary historical narrative has been the story of their privileged but tolerant leadership in founding the Pennsylvania colony, followed by a simultaneous political crisis and revitalization of the sect beginning in the 1750s, and finally their emergence as the leading benevolent and reforming group in late eighteenth-century America. The era from the 1780s to the dramatic separation of Hicksites in 1827 and the decade beyond that has remained JOURNAL OF THE EARLY REPUBLIC the neglected period of American Quaker history. This is so because no one yet has successfully connected the eighteenth-century story of Quaker benevolence with the central causes of the Hicksite schism.5 This essay is an attempt to connect these two disparate narratives of Quaker history, while at the same time suggesting that divisions within a sect of declining numerical importance can add a great deal to our understanding of religious change in the new nation by illuminating the ways in which various groups responded to a democratized religious culture and to the growing hegemony of evangelical institutions and practices.
A 
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PHILADELPHIA QUAKERS centrifugal forces unleashed during the early republic. Urban Friends had to confront not only a more commercialized and industrialized economy, but they also encountered a popular egalitarian sensibility that increasingly placed its stamp upon religious life in the North. As historians have recently noted, an expanding marketplace of religious ideas and groups corresponded with a market revolution that transformed social and economic relationships at the beginning of the nineteenth century. A spirit of entrepreneurial and technological opportunity produced new strategies and institutions for religious action, but it also spawned a determined group of opponents who invoked other facets of this new democratic ethos to justify their ardent resistance to those new marketoriented practices.6
It was within this context that two competing "revitalization movements" were at work within the Society of Friends in Philadelphia, each seeking to determine the direction of Quaker spirituality in the new nation. Growing numbers of Friends wished to see Quaker doctrines and practices remain within the traditions of Protestantism, not greatly at odds with those expressed by their Episcopal, Presbyterian, or Methodist neighbors. Other Friends hoped to return the Society to what they perceived to be its mystical and quietist roots, and to its strict testimony on plainness and simplicity. These rival visions of Quaker religiosity could be witnessed most clearly in the differing reactions to the growing power and influence of evangelical benevolent societies. Hicksite hostility toward evangelical benevolence, in particular, exposes an important, although rarely examined, opposition among religious folk against evangelical reform during the early nineteenth century.
Quakers had been active in benevolent societies for three-quarters of a century before the 1827 schism. The most caustic and forthright critic of evangelical benevolence in Philadelphia was Theophilus Ransom Gates, a self-affirmed and thoroughly non-sectarian preacher and polemicist. Like Smith and Dow, he also had been born on an impoverished Connecticut farm. From the earliest age, young Theophilus was consumed by nagging doubts about his own assurance of salvation. He wrestled within his family's Calvinist faith in order to satisfy his longing to know for certain whether or not he was saved. As a young man he threw a stone at a tree to resolve the issue once and for all: "If I hit it, it was to signify that I should be saved; but 
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PHILADELPHIA QUAKERS if I missed the tree or stake, it was a sign to me that I was lost." Whether or not he hit the tree, Gates did not record, only that the test did not satisfy him, and over the next half-dozen years he tried it "a thousand times or more." Eventually, Gates abandoned his parents' poverty (along with their Calvinism) and set off on a physical and spiritual pilgrimage from New England to the South, where he eventually found an "experimental knowledge" of God's love and a conviction that true Christianity could be experienced only outside the structures that men, not God, 
